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«st con wMi»tt.t 

A iniijui' cdiiipoik'iii ol' itif corrt'clion:!! rutioiirdi cuiuhiclcd hy (he Uxin'riniunldl 
Mdiiposvor Liihoruiury lor CoiruclioiiH (iiMlA ) has {)m\ \\w tiiiiitlliutiiial lollusv-up M\n 
ill' (liti ivIiiKHi'd ol'IViulcr in (he voinintihiiy. V\m Miidltth wurc (lesiuiiud (o pruvUlv 
InlOi'iniKloii ahoii( poRdvtciiKc hi'hiivioi* piKienig ol' (hi' CK*on'tfii(h.*r and (o aKKOHH (hv oI'Cvcir 
ul' iiiKiKddoiial irvatnteiK, iihliig a ha((ory ol' hchavioral aKKt'HHinant InNtrdniviKt;. Thv 
InHivinnuniH Included \\w KnvlmniiKMiial Dcpi'ivadun Svak iVMh which measurus (hu Inpiil 
ihi' exml'I'cndcr receives I'loni IiIk envlrunnicni; (he Maladapdvc Behavior tUconi (MUR), 
svhich ciMuplenieniK (he liDS hy aHKeiisina (ho H(ibJec('H lesponsc oulpnt (adapdve «>r 
HiatadapiiveK and (he Weekly AcllvKy Uecurd (SVAK). svhich exandneK (he e.X'Ofl'endvr'H 
Uhe ol' IiIk lime on a sveokly haslH. The sliidIeK I'o'ind (hat high NcoreK on (he UI).H and 
MHU, ah svell as a parilcolai' padern ol' (hne mm »n (he WAK. indica(ed tiour pos(reienKe 
adi(iN(nien( and sveie highly predledvc ol' lasv doladons. To validate (hcHC ln8(riimei)(K, 
(he liMM' had (o I'Irsi piecliiely dul'ine (he cU.erion being UHcd (ode((!rinine muludiipdve 
adJuH(n)ttn(! (he eiX'Ol'i'ender'K poHlreieafte lasv violating hehiivior in retittion (o (he criminal 
iURtiee HyH(en), svhich Inchideiiany lasv enl'ou'emeni agency. Thitt paper preKen(K an unalyNlK 
ol' thai ciKerlon. 

I'rohlemH in St'eeifying (hv CrKorlun 

t he I'.MI.C'k concern lor eHlahllKl.ing a haHis for diNcriminadng criminal behavior und 
recldivlHm Ik not unltjue! all agencies .ind jirograniH dealing svith the ol'I'ender UHe guidelincn 
to evaluate hlK poMreleaHe crhnlna* and lasv>vioiating record. Mtiiiy of tliede guidellncK, 
hosvever, I'all Nhuri ol' adetiuately Npecil'ying Ote crKerion. (''or example, Home research 
proJeclH and inHlKudoiial (rea(in^n( prograntK one "reeidivlHm." or re(urn to jHlHon, aH 
their Ktandurd ol' postreleaHC I'aliure. The icitutt Ih a dIchotomouH classification, recidivlHt 
or noh'recidlviM, svhich given no indication of the cNtent of the e)( •of fender's maladuptntioit 
or adaptation. Ilosv NcriouH vv.ik the crinu* (ho recldivlid comndtted? Ik the non-recidiviid 
svell adiiiKted to the coinmioilty? Ma<t he had no lasv encountern? Or, svhile he has not 
committed a felony. haK H been Jailed for multiple ndKdemeanor»? 

The overNlmplifled grouping svhich reHuttn Iron) an "either^or" dichotomy has been 
noted by (itaHet (l%4) ('onrml ( l%$), and CMafier. Carter, and Wilkins (l9V'i), svhile 
lauiicht f l%2> and .IcitklnK, (larlon, deValera. DeVlne, VVIthorspoon, Multer, and NtcKee 
( VHi) tiave HtroHKcd the point thai a continimm of succchh and failure iR more nteaningful. 
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A siiMitiir coiK'lMKion was iviicIuhI by Abl Amiiitus in Ihu iititiomil MDT oviiluiilion ( 1 ), 
vvliit Niiiuul ill ilivili' rc|Htri, Since liic [mum I'ui- ii rotiirn (to prison) iiit'lVr, wo nmi 
to keep liiese sepimile in m' diitn eulleetiun." 

Tlie major problem vviili a dicliotontoiiK clas-Kifiedtiun is that it does not provide 
specil'le Inrorniailon to evahiale postrelease adjustment in the criminal behavior area, and 
spei'il'ic inl'ormalion is needed to evaluate and revise institutionahnul community treatment 
programs. Another CiMicern is the I'iiihire of this classit'icaiion to show any relationship 
to cost in the criminal jiislice system, since all recidivists are grouped together. The cost 
ol' Incarcerating a n)an who receives a life sentence for murder is obvioiiiily much greater 
than that Ittr (he year-andsiHlay sentence a car thief receives. 

Scales have been developed which treat crhiilnal behavior and recidivisn) as a 
continuum, but most of these are of limited use in establishing a criterion because they 
do not generull/,e beyond the situation for which they were developed. Horn, like the 
Callfornlii Severity of Offense Scale (Warren & hilmer, 1(^66) and the Index of Delinquency 
(Sellln ik Wolfgang, I0()4), are Intended for use only with n specific target population. 
I'he len<poini California Severity of Offense Scale was developed by the Youth Authority 
of (he l)epart(nent of Corrections of the .State of California .specifically for use with 
youthful offenders, thus limiting its applicability with adidt offenders. Secondly, it is based 
on California stale laws, which would have to be Interpreted for use in other states. The 
IndoN of Dellnciuency, while also designed for Juvenile populations, has a fitrthei limitation: 
i( ro()MireK extensive efforts ((» de(ermine (he severity ratings, for these are based on the 
v(tKl of a specific crime or ihe seriousness of (he burn) done to the individuals, e.g., in 
an assault mid battery casv. This scale also omitted narcotic offenses and escape from 
prison. Another scale, the Kecidivism Outcome Index (Moberg & t^ricson, 1972), wab 
designed for use with parolees and is limited to (his pojudation by a mnnber of items 
which deal with parole violation. 

Odier scales and classificaiion schemes which have been developed are not useful 
in defining a criterion becaiise (he terminology used is too ambiguous for objective 
climsil'icatlon. The (iluecks (19.10), for example, recomirended a (hrecfoint scale of 
rechlivism; nuccess, partial I'ailure, and failure. Their explanation of the groups, however, 
used such phrases as "occasioniil (echnical automobile violation," terminology which lends 
itself to personal interpreiatlon and resuNs in inconsistent classification, An associated 
problem appears in their explimation of the jtartial failure group, There the term "occasional 
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ntinur olTunKes for which the violator of thu law was noithor arrested nor prosecuted" 
results In a clasKiricatlon dependent upon rumor, since no officia) record of such offenses 
exist, The siune weakness Is also apparent In the Recidivism Outcome IndcK, for several 
of Its Items contain such phrases as "felony mimitted, confessed, or agent ulhgi'il, but 
no prosecution or no conviction for the offense (italics added)." For purposes of objective 
classification!, the use of ambltiuous terms and Items based on informution which cannot 
he verified should be avoided. 

Still another problem results when the units used for classification are too large. 
Mandel's (1065) elght*catei!ory recidivism typology, for instance, i^roups all felony 
convictions (ogether. In effect, then, a man who receives a life sentence for a multiple 
murder is grouped with the man who receives a sentence of u year and a day for grand 
larceny. In tenns of the cost to ihe criminal Justice system of incarcerating the two men, 
however, there is little comparison. This cost is an important consideration in establishing 
a criterion lor criminal behavior and recividism, for it is a rough index of the injury 
done to society as reflected in length of sentence. 

A criterion which provides a basis for discriminating criminal behavior and recidivism 
must meet certain requirements to avoid the limitations of the scales and classification 
schemes previously discussed. Hni^ it should present criminal behavior and recidivism as 
a continuum rather than a dichotomy. Smntl^ it should generalize to alt situations involving 
offenders, whether they are adults. Juveniles, parolees, or some other group. Thttd^ it should 
cover all olTenses which can be verified by official records. t>'<mitths it should group only 
those offenses which are comparable It) terms of cost to the criminal Justice system, as 
determined by length of sentence. /M/>', the terminology used to distinguish offenses 
and groupings should be as objective uh possible. 

Tiie Development of the Criterion: Ttic \M% 

Data from two longitudinal follow>up studi«!s (Jenkins et al., 1973) of the released 
offender in the community provided the basis for the HMLC's development of the criterion, 
the Law tincounter Severity Scale (LESS). In the course of the 1969 follow-up 
investigation, a threcpoint criterion evolved, consisting of no law violations, minor law 
violations (misdemeanors), and major law violations (felonies). The conclusion was drawn 
that n more refined scale was needed, in the 1971 follow>up study, Informution had been 
systematically collected on the postrelease behavior of 142 adult male felons, as measured 
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by such factors as employment, intcrpersonul relationships, Icisurc-thne activities, and law 
^ encounlurs. The I'ollow-iip period lor each subject ranged from 1 1 to 26 months, with 
a moan of 18.5 months. The VMIC then .sorted these data to arrive at an objective method 
of classification which would accommodate the law encounter status of each subject at 
the termination of the study, 

It quickly became obvious, however, that in order to accurately account for each 
subject, items would have to be developed which represented his status or situation at 
that time. Some subjects' .situations could be described by what may be called "process" 
items, sonie by "unstable" items, and some by "stable" Items. The process group consisted 
of those subjects who were being proce.ssed through the Justice system, e.g., in jail awaiting 
trial, out on bond awaiting trial, or awaiting a parole hearing. Any study, especially if 
it uses u cut-off point or termination date, will generally have subjects who fall within 
the process group. These subjects caimot be ignored although they may, with the help 
of effective lawyers, renwin in this group for .several years. The unstable group was 
composed of those who were "wanted'.' or "on the run," and were, therefore, apt to 
enter one of the other groups when apprehended, These subjects had either absconded 
while on parole or had a fugitive warrant which was active, such as fugitive on bond. 
The stabilized group consisted of those subjects who had gone through the initial process 
of the Justice sy.stem and were convicted, acquitted, discharged, etc, 

The scale which emerged from this data analysis, the LESS, represents each of these 
groups as well as those subjects who had no law encount .is. tt consists of 38 categories, 
or items, which form a law encounter continuum. To arrive at a ranking of the items, 
three Judges independently ordered the law encounter data and agreed in 90-95% of the 
ca,ses. The items are ranked in order of severity, even those which did not involve a 
sentence or fine. For example, Item 5, "arrested (charged) with misdemeanor(s); charges 
dropped; released," is ranked as being less .severe than item 6, "arrested (charged) with 
felony(8); chsu-ges dropped; released." The five mi^jor groups of items emerged almost 
automatically, and there was complete agreement across the judges on them. 

The Lr,SS is thus a comprehensive scale for all types of law encounters and, as such, 
applies equally well to adults, juveniles, parolees, and other groups. Additionally, the 
ranking of items by .severity provides a rough index to the cost to the criminal justice 
system. 

In developing the LKSS, the tiMLC found that the metliad of data colleciion was 
a critical factor in determining the subject's position on the scale, if, for examples, data 
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wvi-e obtainuil otily through pursontil interviews witli tlie subjects, these subjects must 
he loctited. Tliis is ii (lilTlcult process in itself, since titosc subjects who ure involved in 
criniiniil iiclivltie.s tire iJiunersilly using tilitises and moking themselves unuvdiluble. And, once 
Ihc subject luis been contacted, it is often difficult to verify the information he hus 
volunteered, even by checking with state and federal arrest records. 

Or, if a rijsearcher decided to use only official records and not to rely upon verbal 
reports, he would find that information from sheriffs' departments, city police, FBI records, 
parole officers, and state identification departments is often incomplete. In the EMLC 
follow*up studies, it was found that many communities, especially the smaller towns and 
counties, do not send their arrest information to the FBI or even to their state department 
of investigation and identification, although the latter may be required by a state statute. 
Those who do send in arrest information often submit incomplete reports, listing only 
the subject's charge at the time of his arrest. This charge may have been changed when 
he went to court (dropped and recharged), especially if more evidence had been found 
or if he agreed to plead guilty to a lesser charge. The incompleteness and limitations 
of official records have also been noted by the Gluecks (1930) and Glaser. Carter, and 
Wilkins (1972). 

The BMLC's method of data collection used behavioral Interviews (Witherspoon, 
dcValera, Jenkins, & Sanford, 1973) with each subject to assess his law encounters and 
a variety of additional behaviors. Other resources (family, parole officers, etc.) were also 
used to discover leadfi concerning law encounters. Official records were then checked. The 
EMLC found that the most important means of verifying these verbal reports, however, 
was by reading the court's decision as recorded in the court records kept by the court 
recorder. Tite court records are generally kept in large log books and filed by various 
bookkeeping systems. Because they are public records, they m readily available to the 
researcher. These court records often contain information which is not found in any other 
official records and, whenever possible, sliould he used to verify court dispositions. 

The LESS is designed to be used to rank law encounters which have been verified 
by checking official court and arrest records. None of the items includes such phrases 
as "suspicion" or "alleged offen^u," thus avoiding the problems of ambiguous terminology 
associated with some scales discussed earlier. 

At th(i least severe end of the scale, however, are three ihm for which no official 
records exist. Item 1 is "no law encounters," while Items 2 and 3 deal with very minor 
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law onctnmtci's; pick-ups, qiiesiloning, or sourclies Ibr which there were no chtirges ami 
at'U'i- wliicli the Niihjecl was rcleascul. The int'orination lor these items was obtained in 
interviews with ihe siihjecl; olficial court and arrest records were then checked to verify 
that the Kiihject had had no more severe law encounter. 

AppiicationK and hnplicatiuns of the LESS 

The liiSS was developed to clarity the specific criterion of law*violating behavior, 
focusing on legal and judicial status and outcome. To determine the usefulness of the 
.scale as a criterion and the implications of its iise, the HMLC applied the LHSS to the 
1971 postrelease follow-up data from which it had been developed. 

Apttliaidon of the l.luSS to llMl.C f''ollow-Ui> Data 

In this analysis ol' the follow-up data, each of the 142 subjects was positioned on 
the l.lvSS at the item which rtipresented his most svme law encounteft as verified by 
official records, during the follow-up period. This final status includes items in the process 
category, e.g., awaiting trial or awaiting a hearing. In the case of one subject who was 
appealing the court's decision to a higher court, he was classified according to the lower 
court's decision, since this decision had not been reversed or changed by a new hearing 
or trial. 'Ihe necessity of this is evident when one con.sidurs that a number of cases are 
appealed over and over, a process which may vXtend over several years, 

The copy of the LBSS in the appendix vf this paper shows the number of subjects 
positioned at each item on the scale. Summarising this information, four items accounted 
for the majority of the subjects. These were: Item 4 (traffic violations); Item 16 (convicted 
of misdemeanor; sentenced to 30 days or less or a comparable fine); item 29 (parole 
violation); and Item 35 (convicted for felonyfs]: sentenced to more than one but lesd 
thini five years). 

When the items were separated into the five basic groups, the 142 subjects in the 
study were distributed as shown in Table I . Almost half (45%) had not had a law encounter 
more serious than a pick-up, search, or traffic violation. The category "other," which 
accoufUs for 4% of the subjects, includes those who had moved out of the study area 
at\*r le.ss than three months in the followHip study (about 3%) and one subject who 
died of natural causes. 
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Distribution uf 142 .Vs Bnscd Upon Their Most Severe 
law EniMHintcr Avvording to the Five LESS Groups 




LiiSS Ciroup and Content of (iroup 


l»ercent of .Vs 


(!rim(t 1: No luw oficountcrs. 


30 


(imui> 2: Picked up niui/or questioned or searcliod concerning 
misdeniuanor(s) and/or t'elony(s). However, all charges were drop- 
ped. 


IS 


Urouii ,i: Awaiting trial tor misden)eanor(K) or was tried in court 
lor niiKden)tianor(8) or l'elony(K) but was not convicted; picked up 
lor parole violation bui parole reinstated (or awaiting hearing); 
wanted tor niisden)eanor(s); killed in commission of a misdemeanor; 
or convicted of misdenu'unor and sentenced or fined. 


13 


(imut> 4: Wanted for felony(K); absconded t'otn parole; awaiting 
trial for felony(s); parole violated and returned to prison; l<illed 
during ttie commission of a felony(s); or convicted for feiony(s) 
and placed on probation or sentenced to less tlum one year in 
prisofs. 


18 


(imup S; Convicted for felony(s) and sentenced to prison for more 
than one year, 


20 


Olher 


4 



lU'tutintLshtf) of ilw l.l'iSS 10 the l''olloW'tff) tnsimtwnts 

One reason tlie IHSS was needed was for validation of tite predictive capacity of 
several behavioral assessment instruments used by tIte EMtC to medsure postrelease 
adjustment. The two major instruments being validated were the t^nvironmental Deprivation 
Scale criDS) and the Maladaptive Behavior Record (MBR). Higli UDS scores indicate that 
the individual is cNperiencing a lack of environmental support, while high MBR score.« 
indicate a lack of effective or functional responses to situations or problems in his everyday 
life. 

BotI) instruments have repeatedly demonstrated that they are related to law violattonn 
(Jenkins et al.. 1973) and thus become a major part of the overall criterion, l^or example, 
if a high liDS score (9 or above) is significantly related to m /erity of law encounter, 
it is evident that when an eX'Offender's environmental .Hitua ion has deteriorated (ao 
indicated by an iitcreose in UDS score, such as from 7 to I t),he becomes a statistically 
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lilgh risk for siiccesst'ul pOKtrekMse iKlJiistmciU. figures I iiml 2 indicate hnw well the 
five basic IJiSS groups were relateii to the subjects' atlaptatioii to the free world, as 
nieajiured by liDS and MBK scores. In botli I'igures the greatest percentage of subjects 
scoring below the grand median (indicating relatively successful adjustment) is found ;n 
LliSS Groups I and II, meaning that their most severe law encounter was a piclt-up, search, 
or traffic violation, 
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I . Uclailonstil|> hetwoen llitvironincnuil Dcpiiviillon Sciile (BDS) scores 
\m\ Liw lincounicr Seveiily Sciile (LMSS) groups;. 
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InKtruiiKtiii, ilw SVtfvkly Ai'livily Hai'iml Ik ^miawW^ im\m^m 

validiiiion. i.tfu viiliiliiiiitii Ml* ilitf r«li(ii(iiMiilti|» uf yK'tdfftfmltff'fi ui^ of tiii \® \m 

I'hMNIIty uml Lmmiiim n/ Hu* IMS 

III ilw liMt.r 'm (iit»lyKlK of lli^ f^lt(Hv«u0 Mutly (Ittla. ih(i ikveNfii^i &t 
mm^\ iltm ill ilitfir iirrHiigtfiiitfni »f ilto III Iivhik iiiie) fivtf uroui^N ilitf urtWr nf iHfitffii^ hi 
inv DfuiiiiK sviiH xitililtf. IkHvtfvtff, (Mlivr ryut^iirdlierK {mkf m iilNr \\w mril^i' Mf (lt« 
iiuliviilMiil litfim. dviwntlihg u|hhi ilu< tft^iiitfini tif iN @^pt!'lm#iM«l MiiBiifiii. Tlii^r«rt9r«« 
vviMi il'.t; KMU' rtfiit^iih'litfrii iiiiiv luM iiKvtiyM im ihi» liM III ilie itfmitfi fiiriH In Miidi 
li Ik (irtfKi?iiitfii ill iliiN ptitwr, I'm* vsiiiiipltf, ilit; iilHv^imht «)f pMiiilttiHiiiUvli tm^'ii^vtiilliii 
iriiil on iHMur nitty \hMi, Hiidi fiuNlbiltiy h ni9l i'nib liiiViirMAii^iM Milt lo 
artfutvr ti|)|)licnbiliiy uiul gv^ntfruiiiy »f iliif m^k> 

tlie pKKtfnt Ibrnuii ef Hie UiUi limvevvr, Ik tjulttf tttttf«|Mii)ili m d timlit tffli#rl»i) 
ity wliiyli vnrioiiN Mntli^ii may vrn^m ilittir rf<iiir«li niHlhiii. It li 9i|)«i;iill|^ mM M 
a niutinii of ai^<}(;tlvtfly rc^iiortliin \m vloltttkiii iiul ri^slillvlim i\m iiif«yiiiut8ti»(t liy ^wl^iii 
Hitiii; iiromrmiiK wliidi m ml mm\\ mlmiH, In lltli iwiiiij^i It ms uivd mm\ih 
ill \m\ ill (Itfgrvt? 0f r(>liiibllltHii«Mi. 

Ih idiiclimiiMi, II kIkiuM Iw imitfcl ilnii ,1 vrliyrii^n iii^li u ilitf UHH «dffvr» i^iHiy 
infui-ntuiion i'oiKvriiliitt » fiptftfiflk* iiullvkhml'R \m vialntinnH ttniil 9ii«oiiiiti;ri* It Ik m\ 
umM I'oi' m m w m\m\\m\ cllttimmtltt iiiiitiiyN, ^tliir initriiin«?nti wlil^li m\\ 
mmidl^ predict udJuMiiiiifiit m niDliulJuMnit^nt vmIiH^ iiMHimilfii tlur Mit^if^i'i \m\t 
tirohkiiiH. i},8,. till? lit).S tuid tliii MOH. m wmmw tm utM^ tr«)ttin«nt. flivn. im, 
mm belmviumi difvitnu'lt^ii d«) iH<it iiiynlVH.* \m mk\^mn tm mm 9 dlff^rint kliiil &t 
Mtrnkm iniiHi be devel^iii^d. 
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Alii A««tHiiiii^i III ti'tiihum ttn iih timm fmuhl m mm^umil imiiuiutm imhf 
ith Mmifmi t Ih irhfrnrni mil Imnm .'li I. AVi im ^MV Mim I Alil Aisitvla(»?i, 

iMHhul, i I* (riiHi ifiM^ tmmmi Htfrliffv^' MMHiryi))^ »f Manila hfiit S^'h. 

iihii»tti, l«< k Mliwib. I' <fw iNMiMM^ Hi^w K*^*^ Vf»fN AIM A. H«w|*f. UMi 
Ji^hMiu, VV. II , |l4M**!i.. M. I , tlfS^iiNN. I» H , Hi»S*iMjf, M,. M;, Wi(liwi|iiwi«, Ai iIm MlillWi 
Muni*4 *4 t^ii'i^H HI imiml Htmtt^% H«lii)^ililitM«ii H»ii»(ifvli NuiuIhIMIIi 

I ,H«riHi i^jm^mmt kHwrn^'^f AtiiiiMiiiiiHiwii, i>. M ii«|mwhwiu nr I hNi, 
\m 

I HMli^til. I A »I)U(^ »a If'^iilhlllH IH t^ltf INIHIHH i^IlM |tlt|t||y))lH4Hi f^f lllNblltlHlNll 

Mrfiuiv). N li Hi^tritimiiit iiHilivil Hint iWiiix^il Miiml miml hiVi Vmimnhm 
mi H^mku *«ilh. I*i«feft 

M»*Uv(ii, t) ii , li iMi/ttM), H i'. A 11^^ Mlimi miMititf M«c 
hiV', .IM^I, |IUi,|lf 

^i^lllH. I . k WHlrgiiMg. M. I' Mi^tMil^ll til' t . Nn^ ViifN JulMi ft 
Hum, MIN 

Vfmtt, M y , A HDliiti^r, t II C Kiuiuifffjfh fmiimuiiit<^ni A» fiiilmmn^^^mmumh 

M\s\m\\\ m\\ HW\\\, (11^ ^mm\\ H#prl Nv) MM. AmihiI IM. 
SVMh^f*)<^H> A l> ; *li'V,»|fi,i, I >i , jtttNHN, ^ tl , d Hil»N»l, SV I . fil NWHi 

AilmiiHiiNiii^jn Iv H li^h«i«WHi lijNr, w pfi?i» 
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I MV I'Nt'OUNtliH HVMM 

hklMiWH III Ss 

uMdiiiln iu<iH 
ih llitfir rtiiiil 

lliiliil A 1431 lltfHi 

ji. ArrviKnl lifhiirHtfiJ) ^viih miitltfii)(j>)Hii)riii)t uliiiriteit ilm|i|ivili ivIvukviI. 
if,, (I. hm%U\\ (vlitiriii^tl) ^viili I'l^MiiHMt ^\mm \Sm\\\m\i 

umm ill 

)i, ^. Ifii^il lit m\sn im \\Mmmmm\ m\ (n^Mvlitiluiii 

H, tritfil ill mm im U\m\^{%\\ m t»)iivly||riiu ^\i\nm\V 

Ji« ^1. i'iifliait III! im \n\\s\\m\ \m4^ ^WkWmw \m\ \\m\m\ \sm^\i t^mmsl 

. Ji,, 10. \\\\ im \n\\\\\u\ \\m\^ viiiiaii»iii mMm \\m\\\^^ 

. X, MiwNmiffiHi^p svHPi^iiHMM imilt miim Mill mti iiiMtMivMtl<?it. 

^4. \h Vmm\ Mil) litpi^^iii^tli Mit^tfifi mill m\ H|i|iMuMuli?il 

, Ji , 1.1. Ann\nS im \\\Umnmm\> mMH iritil. 

Jt , hm\n\ im \m\mmmm\ \M m\S w \\m\m> 

_.t. , 1.^ Hllli^il iluriH0 IN tffMiimiiiiiMh %)i ti miMl^m^ttiHor. 

, . I (I. ( mm\ \nS )HiMWiti«»ih0r i M^Hl^iKWii 10 AO tlA^'t K)r \m m m\\\\ymW 

im 

I ., M. i m\^\iU\\ iHls»)«?im'(»HMi!i ju^Hi^iiv^il In ,M ^'i* H»»4r«? Imi \m 

\\\m tMyii m v(4iit|i(tr(itil« i\m. 
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|tl; rt>iiu 1^1^(1 t>ir miKl«Mit^AHMr> K^Hii^Mi^vnl ^I tliiyi m wwn ImiI Ii^ni 
iImm I Mil tttt)) i (>tr tfi4tH|MftiM\e> I'liii?, 

1^ (nnv!»^iM^I »'>f iHi«Wiw«Hv»ri jtfuNiKVil iw mi dfiyi «r \\\m m 
m\\\HHW im. 



1^ 



ID 
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,^ j,, , .i^. AliKi^iiiuUul I'ruiti \mnW\ pitroltf wurrtiiil iKsutfi). 

,.«JL. ^•^> AhKt.'uiuk(l i>0iit iittrult^i \smk mtmw iKiuedi umt iHiiitt^nteuiHir 

il , M. Ai^t'tMuk'il fHiMi piiroK*. wiirMiii \mmU ttiu) Cvlfiiiy warrniH(ii) 

Amm\ rur ti^ltiitWiM mviiiiiitg iHid. 
X. -i^' Ai'ivM(?(l IVir iVMiiMHii muiillH^ iriiil iim) piimltf \\m\m, 

±„ I'h'ki'd up lilt' ((^wtiiiik'Al viiiltiduii; vi»liti«(l di hyHriitK. 

Ptirnk vMliiiwii ill iittuHitgi lit prKtiii m\\i\m iHiil l^ir ftflon^tii). 
, ,, ,n.i., , ^1. hmk ^\i\UM \m mk<\mm\m mwkWmw rvlunitti) U \)\(\imi 

M KilHsl (luring iHiiiiiiiiKNidii or faluh^. 

.^f). CoiiviifiAul Hm U\m\yu\\ mwm^iA ii^i mm itinii rivi? (mii ktu ilitiit 
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